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DETAILED ACTION 



Response to Amendment 



1. 



This action is in response to the communication filed on 10/20/08. 



2. 



Claim 33 was previously cancelled. 



3. 



Claims 1-32 and 34-35 are pending in this action. 



4. 



This action is final. 



Claim Objections 



Claims 1-32 and 33-35 are objected to because of the following informalities: the 
preliminary amendment should have canceled the original claims and the new claims 
should have continued from the last number in the canceled claims, In other words the 
new claims presented in the preliminary amendment should have begun from 34. 
Appropriate correction is required. 



The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
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Claims 1-5, 8-11, 21, 22, 26-28 and 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over applicant's admitted prior art (APA) in views of Kitazawa et al. 
(Kitazawa) (US 2003/0169746 A1) and Cheng et al. (Cheng) (US 7,336,632 B2). 
As per claim 1: while the preamble is considered as an intended use, since it does not 
enhance the body of the claim, the APA discloses at least a method of transmitting data 
packets in an uplink from a source user equipment to a base station, the data packets 
being for onward transmission to a destination equipment (see paragraphs 0002-0003), 
the method comprising: 

a service from the base station to a destination user equipment (see paragraphs 
0002-0003); 

scheduling uplink transmission from the source user equipment to the base 
station (see paragraphs 0002-0003). As indicated in paragraph 10 of the PGPUB of the 
specification, examiner considers paragraphs 0002-0009 therein as a prior art upon 
which applicant's improvement is made. But, the APA does not explicitly teach about 
determining a measure of a quality of service, as claimed by applicant. However, in the 
same field of endeavor, Kitazawa teaches about a unit that detects and measures 
service quality of a plurality of wireless terminals (see fig. 5; paragraphs 0056, 0058). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the teaching of the APA with that of Kitazawa for the 
advantage allocating radio resources for downlink packet transmissions that is in 
compliance with the service quality of a wireless terminal (see paragraph 0002). But, the 
APA in view of Kitazwaw does not explicitly teach about scheduling uplink transmission 
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independence on the measure of the downlink quality of service, as claimed by 
applicant. However, in the same field of endeavor, Cheng teaches that a reverse-link 
communication can be effectuated at a desired quality of service including supporting 
inter-user and intra-user QoS (see col. 7, line 57-col. 8, line 8; col. 8, lines 43-64; col. 
1 1 , lines 23-30). Therefore, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to further modify the above references (i.e., APA 
in view of Kitazawa) with that of Cheng for the advantage of selecting QoS -related 
information associated with a reverse-link communication service (see col. 3, lines 34- 
36). 

As per claim 2: Kitazawa teaches about a method wherein the measure of the 
downlink quality of service is determined at the base station (see paragraphs 0056, 
0058). 

As per claim 3: Kitazawa teaches about a method, wherein the base station transmits 
an indication of the downlink quality of service to a user equipment (see col. 5, lines 4- 
21; claim 23). 

As per claim 4: Kitazawa teaches about a method, wherein the base station transmits 
to a user equipment an indication of a transmission format to be used by the user 
equipment (see paragraph 0009). 

As per claim 5: Kitazawa teaches a method, wherein the base station determines a 
measure of a quality of service for each of the plurality of destination user equipments 
(see abstract; paragraphs 0056, 0058). 
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As per claim 8: Kitazawa teaches a method, wherein a plurality of different measures 
of a quality of service are determined for each of the plurality of destination user 
equipments (see paragraphs 0058, 0060). 

As per claim 9: Kitazawa teaches about a method, wherein at least one of the following 
measures of a quality of packet delivery from the base station to a destination user 
equipment is determined: 

(a) throughput ratio 

(b) ratio of satisfied packets 

(c) base station buffer occupancy (see paragraphs 0017-0022). The prior art 
satisfies the at least one of the requirement of claim 9. 

As per claim 10: Cheng teaches about a method, wherein, for each destination user 
equipment, the base station compares each of a plurality of measures of the downlink 
quality of service for the each destination user equipment with corresponding measures 
of the downlink quality of service for other destination user equipments, to give a 
plurality of relative measures (see col. 7, line 57-col. 8, line 8; col. 8, lines 43-64). Note, 
particularly, the inter-user QoS support. 

As per claim 11:Cheng teaches about a method, wherein the base station obtains at 
least one of the following relative measures: 

(a) distance from average throughput ratio 

(b) distance from minimum throughput ratio 

(c) distance from minimum quality of service 

(d) distance from minimum buffer length (see col. 8, lines 43-64). The prior art 
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satisfies the at least one of the requirements of claim 1 1 . 

As per claim 21: Kitazawa teaches about a method, wherein a source user equipment 
receiving an indication of a good quality of service transmits data packets to the base 
station at a lower rate than would otherwise be the case (see paragraphs 0056, 0058- 
0059, 0065). 

As per claim 22: Kitazawa teaches a method, wherein a source user equipment 

receiving an indication of a poor quality of service transmits data packets to the base 

station at a higher rate than would otherwise be the case (see paragraph 0058). 

As per claim 26: the APA teaches about a method, wherein the base station operates 

a schedule mechanism for downlink transmission (see paragraphs 0002-0003). 

As per claim 27: Kitazawa teaches about a method, wherein the base station transmits 

the data packets directly to the plurality of destination equipments (see abstract; fig. 2; 

claim 6). 

As per claim 28: Cheng teaches about a method, wherein the base station transmits 
the data packets to the plurality of destination user equipment via a network (see col. 6, 
lines 49-67). Motivation is same as provided in the rejection of claim 1 above. 
As per claim 31 : most of the features of claim 31 are similar to the features of claim 1 , 
except — a transmission format to be used user by a user equipment and a transmitting 
unit which transmits to the user equipment an indication of a transmission format to be 
used by the user equipment, which is taught by the APA (see paragraph 0008). 
Therefore, claim 31 is rejected on the same ground and motivation as claim 1 . 
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Claims 6, 13-15, 23, 29, 30 and 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over the references as applied to claims above, and further in view of 
Lyon (US 7,373,420 B1). 

As per claim 6: the above references do not explicitly teach about a method, wherein 
the base station determines a credit value for each destination user equipment, the 
credit value being based on the quality of service, and the base station 
transmits/distributes each credit value to the corresponding source user, as claimed by 
applicant. However, in the same field of endeavor, Lyon teaches about a method and 
apparatus for weighted fair queuing, wherein a credit management determines and 
allocates credits (credit values) to entities identified in the active credit queue (see col. 
6, lines 47-56; col. 5, lines 35-52). Therefore, it would have been obvious for one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to further modify the above 
references with the teaching of Lyon for the advantage of allowing each flow passing 
through a network to have a fair share of network resources (see col. 1 , lines 12-15). 
As per claim 13: the references applied to claim 1 above references teach about a 
measure of quality of service and determining a time and/or rate of packet transmission. 
The difference feature in claim 13, which is a source equipment (an entity) receiving a 
credit value is taught by Lyon (see col. 4, lines 24-62; col. 6, lines 36-56. Motivation is 
same as provided in the rejection of claim 6. 

As per claim 14: the APA teaches a method, wherein the source user equipment 
determines the time and/or rate of packet transmission based on a measure of radio 
channel conditions (see paragraphs 0005, 0008). 
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As per claim 15: the APA teaches about a method, wherein the source equipment 
determines the time and/or rate of packet transmission based on additionally on a type 
of service (see paragraphs 0002, 0008). The type of data is determinable from the 
Transport Format Combination Set (TFCS). 

As per claim 23: Lyon teaches about a method, wherein a source user equipment (an 
entity) receives credit values (see col. 4, lines 24-62; col. 6, lines 47-56). When the 
references are combined the reception (thus stored) of the credit values will be based 
on the quality of services, as discussed in the rejection of claim 1 above. 
As per claim 29: Lyon teaches about a method, wherein a new credit value is 
periodically determined and sent to the source user equipment (an entity) (see col. 4, 
lines 24-62; col. 7, line 57-col. 8, line 24; col. 8, line 62-col. 9, line 12). 
As per claim 30: parts of the features of claim 30 are similar to the features of claim 1 
and are rejected on the same ground and motivation as claim 1 . But, the references 
applied to claim 1 do not explicitly teach -- producing unit which produces a credit value 
to a source user equipment (an entity) and a transmitting unit which transmits the credit 
value to a source user equipment (an entity), as claimed by applicant. However, in the 
same field of endeavor, Lyon teaches about a method and apparatus for weighted fair 
queuing, wherein a credit management determines and allocates credits (credit values) 
to entities identified in the active credit queue (see col. 6, lines 47-56; col. 5, lines 35- 
52). Therefore, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to further modify the above references with the teaching of 
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Lyon for the advantage of allowing each flow passing through a network to have a fair 
share of network resources (see col. 1, lines 12-15). 

As per claim 32: the features of claim 32 are similar to the features of claims 1 and 30. 
When the references are combined the scheduling uplink transmission will be in 
dependence on the credit value. Therefore, claim 32 is rejected on the same ground 
and motivation as claims 1 and 30. 

Claims 16-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
the references as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Gholmich et al. 
(Gholmich) (US 2004/0147276 A1). 

As per claims 16: the references applied to claim 1 above do not explicitly teach about 
a method wherein uplink transmissions are scheduled using rate scheduling, as claimed 
by applicant. However, in the same field of endeavor, Gholmich teaches that a reverse- 
link scheduling using rate (see paragraph 0004). Therefore, it would have been obvious 
for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to further modify 
the above references with the teaching of Gholmich for the advantage of achieving a 
desired reverse link "fairness" objective, to achieve a "maximum throughput" objective 
(see paragraph 0004). 

As per claim 17: Gholmich teaches about a method, wherein uplink transmissions are 
scheduled using hybrid rate-time scheduling (see paragraph 0004). a particular rate at a 
particular time same as hybrid rate, 
base station grants a mobile station 
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As per claim 18: the feature of claim 18 is same as the features of claim 17. Because 
the features of claim 18 are repetitive, only of the features is considered and thus no a 
requirement for switching. Thus, claim 18 is rejected on the same ground and 
motivation as claim 17. 

Claims 19-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
the references applied to claim 1 above and further in view of Lee et al. (Lee) (US 
2002/01 55853 A1). 

As per claim 19: the references applied to claim 1 above do not explicitly tech about a 
method, wherein a rate of uplink transmission is varied by adjusting a modulation and 
coding scheme level, as claimed by applicant. However, in the same field of endeavor, 
Lee teaches a reverse-link in a mobile communications system, the modulation mode 
and/or the channel coding can be adaptively adjusted according to changes in the 
wireless channel conditions (see paragraph 0019). therefore, it would have been 
obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to further 
modify the above references with the teaching of Lee for the advantage effective use of 
wireless channels and allowing high-speed data transfer on the reverse link (see 
paragraph 0019). 

As per claim 20: Lee teaches about a method, wherein the rate of uplink transmission 
is varied by adjusting the intervals at which the uplink transmission takes place (see 
paragraph 0019). 
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Allowable Subject Matter 

Claims 34 and 35 are allowed. 

The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject 
matter: the prior art of record does not teach or fairly suggest scheduling an uplink 
transmission based on the destination's quality of service and a credit value, wherein 
the quality of service and the credit are produced by a base station and transmitted to a 
user equipment for scheduling the uplink transmission, as recited in claims 34 and 35. 

Claims 7, 12, 24 and 25 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected 
base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 10/20/08 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. Arguments raised by applicant and corresponding response by the 
examiner are provided below. 

Argument I: with regard to claims 1-5, 8-11, 21-22, 26-28 and 31, applicant 
asserts — Chang et al., as recited and relied upon by the examiner — and 
correspondingly, the proposed combination of references ( applicant admitted prior art ( 
AAPA), Kitazawa et al. and Chang et al.) — only describe respective QoS amongst 
users and amongst applications for a particular user on a particular link, and would have 
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failed (separately or in combination) to disclose or suggest the claimed features of 
scheduling uplink transmissions from source user equipments to the base station in 
dependence on the measure of the downlink quality of service to a destination user 
equipment (emphasis and brackets added). 

Response I: examiner respectfully disagrees with the argument. In that, as 
stated in the body of the rejection of the claims being argued about, first it is to be 
noted that the preamble is an intended use for the reason provided in the rejection. 
Second, the admitted prior art (AAPA) discloses a wireless communication system 
comprising a base station and UEs (see paragraphs 0002-0003) wherein uplink 
scheduling (time scheduling and rate scheduling) (see paragraphs 0005-0008) is 
utilized. The AApa also states that the base station is able to make appropriate 
scheduling since it is solely responsible for transmitting to the destination UEs (see 
paragraph 0003). One missing element/feature in the claims being argued (particularly 
claim 1 ) is — determining a measure of quality of service. But, this feature is well 
taught by Kitazawa which teaches about a technique that is directed — to a 

technique of allocation of radio resources to a downlink packet, in 
compliance with the service quality of the wireless terminal (see 
paragraph 0002; 0056, 0058; figs. 5and 6). Furthermore, another 
missing feature in the claims being argued is — scheduling uplink transmission 
independence on the measure of a quality of service, which is taught by Cheng et al. 
(see col. 7, line 57-col. 8, line 8; col. 8, lines 43-64; col. 1 1 , lines 23-30). Therefore, 
examiner has not found the arguments being persuasive. 
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Argument II: with regard to claims 6, 13-20, 23, 29-30 and 32, applicant argues 
using the same reasoning as provided regarding the above claims by virtue of these 
claims being dependant on claim 1 . 

Response II: examiner respectfully refers applicant to the preceding (above) 
response since the argument regarding these claims is relied upon the same reasoning 
as presented regarding claim 1 , and no specific argument is presented regarding the 
claims in question. 

As a final note: the current amendment to claims 1-3, 9-10, 12-13, 15, 19-20, 23 
is just a rephrasing of features that were already there (in the claims); the amendment 
does not change the scope of any of the claims. 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
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the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Meless N. Zewdu whose telephone number is (571) 
272-7873. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30 am to 5:00 pm.. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Bost Dwayne D can be reached on (571) 272-7023. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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Any inquiry of a general nature relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
2600. 



/Meless N Zewdu/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2617 

1/13/2009 



